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ARGUMENTS IN SUPPORT OF PRE-APPEAL BRIEF CONFERENCE 

The Examiner is misinterpreting the term 'connector.' 

The office action mailed November 14, 2007, page 3, with regard to claim 1 states, 
". . .and a connector, operable to allow the memory ("memory tracing", column 1 1, line 49)." 
However, either no reference is given to a connector in the Devine reference (US Patent 
6,397,242), or the reference to memory tracing is to support the allegation that Devine teaches a 
connector. In either case, it is respectfully submitted that Devine does not anticipate the claims 
of the present application. 

Claim 1 recites that the system has a memory and "a connector, operable to allow the 
memory to be disconnected from the first computer and to connect the memory to a host 
computer different from the first computer." 
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If there is no reference to support that Devine teaches a connector, then Devine is an 
improper reference under 35 USC 102(e). Under any of the paragraphs of 35 USC 102, the 
reference must show each and every element of the claim. Such is a fundamental tenet of the 
requirements regarding anticipation. See M.P.E.P. § 2131. As Devine does not teach a connector 
in this interpretation of the Examiner's comments with regard to claim 1, the Devine reference 
does not teach each and every element of the claims and is therefore an improper reference and 
claim 1 should be ruled allowable. 

In addition, claim 1 1 recites "disconnecting the memory device from the first 
computer..." which is also not taught by Devine, similar to the discussion with regard to claim 1. 
With regard to claim 15, there is no 'emulation device' taught by Devine. Rather, Devine 
teaches a system that has resident in its memory the various emulators used. There is no separate 
emulation device that is connected to the host computer. 

If the intention of the comment was that the memory tracing discussed in Devine teaches 
a connector, the Examiner is misinterpreting the term 'connector.' Devine is directed to a virtual 
machine monitor (VMM) that runs 'virtual machine' operating systems within the same 
computer. "Memory tracing' refers to a separation of the portions of the memory managed by 
the virtual machine and the portions of the memory managed by the VMM. There is no 
indication that the VMM of Devine is a device that can be connected or disconnected from a one 
computer and transferred to another. 

The disconnection and connection of the device from one computer to another is set out 
in several places in the specification, as are descriptions of the connectors, including page 3, 
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lines 24-33. These clearly show that the term 'connector' is being misinterpreted by the 
Examiner and is not taught by the Devine reference. 

The Examiner is misinterpreting the term 'computer.' 

The office action makes several statements as to how the term 'computer' is not defined. 
However, as discussed at several places in the specification such as page 4, lines 17-29, it is clear 
that the first computer and the second computer are separate physical devices. Further, examples 
of accessory devices that may function as the host computer are discussed at page 3, lines 1 8-23. 

Regardless of the examples of being separate physical machines, the office action seems 
to state the position that an operating system and a computer are the same thing. See page 3 of 
the office action where it states, ". . .to a host computer ("host operating system" part of host 
computer, column 24, lines 29-3 1). This is obviously not true. An operating system is executed 
on a computer, but does not comprise the computer. Devine does not teach two different 
computers, but teaches two different operating systems operating on the same computer. 

Additionally, Claim 1 1 recites, "transferring a data file containing necessary elements to 
emulate an operating system from a first computer having an operating system to be emulated to 
a memory device..." "disconnecting the memory device from the first computer. .." and then, 
"connecting the memory device to a host computer different from the first computer. . ." Since 
the computer in Devine uses segmented memory, the operating system virtual machine does not 
transfer the data file at all, it always resides in the same area of memory, different from the other 
portions of memory where the other virtual machines exist, but the data file is not transferred. 

Claim 1 5 recites "selecting an emulated operating system from multiple emulated 
operating systems available on the emulation device. . ." Again, there is no emulation device. 
The operating system may be selected from the main memory in Devine, but there is no 
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emulation device. Further, claim 1 5 recites, "the emulated operating system is that of a first 
computer different from the host computer. . ." As discussed above, different operating systems 
are not the same as different computers. 

Also, the office action seems to be equating switching code upon which a processor is 
operating to being the same as connecting a memory device to a host computer that was 
disconnected from a first computer and accessing code from that device. As discussed 
previously, no disconnection or connection occurs in Devine, the memory is always connected, 
and just a different portion of the memory is accessed. See the discussion in Devine discussing 
the details of segmented processor operation at col. 13, line 1 1 through col. 14, line 67. 

For at least the foregoing reasons, and those previously stated in the record of the case, 
Applicants respectfully submit that the prior art does not teach the invention as claimed. The 
Applicants also assert and incorporates herein all arguments made previously, whether or not 
explicitly discussed herein, to preserve the right to assert these arguments in the Appeal Brief. 
Customer No. 20575 
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